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Abstract 
 Although research on shared leadership is growing (Zhu, Liao, Yao, & Johnson, 2018), to 
date, little to no research has focused on how differing expectations of the role of the leader and 
the role of the followers impact the leader, the followers, and the team as a whole. Shared 
leadership is typically presented as a benefit to both leaders and followers; however, there can be 
a dark side too. The purpose of this study is to examine the dark side of shared leadership 
through leaders’ perceptions of their group and feelings of territoriality when faced with 
misaligned leadership expectations. Participants were placed in a group where leadership was 
either be expected to be individual or shared. Based on theory, it was predicted that in the control 
condition, the followers and the leader would expect the same form of leadership, and in the 
experimental condition, leaders would expect individual leadership, and followers would expect 
shared leadership. The leaders’ scores on measures of psychological territorial infringement 
(PTI) were recorded and used to determine the degree of territoriality that occurred over the 
leadership position. Measures of appreciation, group effectiveness, and satisfaction with the 
group were used to determine PTI’s effects on the leaders’ perception of their group. This study 
found that leaders do experience greater territoriality over their position when followers attempt 
shared leadership and the leader expects individual leadership. Additionally, this study found that 
higher territoriality negatively impacted the leader’s satisfaction with their group. The findings 
of this study have significant implications for both the shared leadership and PTI literatures in 
that it has further explored the dark side of shared leadership and has applied and found evidence 
of psychological territoriality over a perceived position. 
 Keywords: Leadership, Shared, Individual, Psychological Territorial Infringement  
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Although research on shared leadership is growing (Zhu, Liao, Yao, & Johnson, 2018), to 
date, little to no research has focused on how differing expectations of the role of the leader and 
the role of the followers impact the leader, the followers, and the team as a whole. Shared 
leadership is typically presented as a benefit to both leaders and followers; however, as with all 
types of leadership, there are possible issues and problems too. For example, what are the 
leader’s perceptions when they believe leadership is their role, but team members attempt to 
share or take on leadership roles? Role ambiguity is a natural side effect of shared leadership 
given that it is the antithesis of traditional, top-down leadership styles. If the leader believes that 
leadership is wholly their role or is not prepared to share their leadership tasks, they may 
experience feelings of psychological territory infringement. The purpose of this study was to 
determine if mixed expectations (leader believes or expects that leadership tasks are theirs to 
enact while followers expect to share leadership) leads to feelings of psychological territory 
infringement in the leader, compared to when both sides expect shared leadership. 
The purpose of this study is to investigate how shared leadership (in comparison to more 
individual leadership) influences the tendency toward territorial infringement and the impact of 
such infringement on the leader’s perceptions of appreciation, group effectiveness, and 
satisfaction. This is a previously unexplored topic within shared leadership, and this study shows 
whether or not people will experience territoriality over their positions and responsibilities within 
groups and how this possessiveness can impact their perceptions of the group. 
  






 When defining leadership, it is essential first to understand that more and more 
researchers are viewing leadership as a construct (Drath et al., 2008), but this is not a given, and 
some evolutionary psychologists view leadership as an objective reality (Van Vugt & Grabo, 
2015). The extensiveness to which leadership could be defined is connected to the breadth of 
disciplines, situations, and contexts it could be applied. However, this ambiguity provides the 
opportunity to explore what common frames might be found to be interdisciplinary. To provide a 
foundation for the contextual frame of leadership this study entails, the Winston & Patterson 
(2006) definition will be used, “A leader is one or more people who selects, equips, trains, and 
influences one or more follower(s) who have diverse gifts, abilities, and skills and focuses the 
follower(s) to the organization’s mission and objectives causing the follower(s) to willingly and 
enthusiastically expend spiritual, emotional, and physical energy in a concerted, coordinated 
effort to achieve the organizational mission and objectives.” This definition was designed to be 
an integrative definition of leadership encompassing the 90 plus variables that may help 
researchers and practitioners better understand the breadth and scope of leadership (Winston & 
Patterson, 2006) more fully. 
Three Knowledge Principles Underlying Understanding of Leadership 
 Although we offer an all-encompassing definition of leadership, Drath (2001) suggests 
that three main knowledge principles or meaning-making structures drive our understanding of 
leadership, such that “we know it when we see it.” Drath suggests three leadership principles that 
encompass the continuum of how people understand leadership-- personal dominance, 
interpersonal influence, and relational dialogue (Drath, 2001; Wellman, 2017). Personal 




dominance is a leadership belief that leaders possess inherent characteristics, skills, and other 
qualities. The leader sets the vision and direction, and colleagues follow. It is a hierarchical 
process and command and control style of leadership. Leadership is what the leader does (Drath, 
2001). Interpersonal influence is defined as a leadership belief that leadership is a role. The 
leader emerges because they have the most influence in the group in a given situation. The 
leadership role may change as the situation requires (and followers accept) the influence of a 
different group member (Drath, 2001). Relational Dialogue is the belief that leadership is the 
property of the system. Underlying this knowledge principle is the belief that individuals do not 
possess leadership; leadership emerges in the relational process of people working together. It 
occurs when people collaborate to accomplish tasks together; through these actions, they come to 
an agreement on what leadership is in this situation. Thus, everyone is involved in making 
meaning about leadership regardless of their role. When there is an identified leader, their actions 
are an aspect of participation in leadership (Drath, 2001, see also Wellman, 2017).  
Three Constructions of Leadership Identity 
 A leader’s identity is contingent in part on the leader’s knowledge principle about 
leadership (Drath, 2001). Day & Harrison (2007) define leadership identity as “the sub-
component of one’s identity that relates to being a leader or how one thinks of oneself as a 
leader”. Self-identification ranges based on similarities or differences based on other individuals 
(personal identities) or group membership (social identities). Self-identities help in the regulation 
of cognition, affect, and behavior (Lord & Brown, 2001).  Lord et al. (1991) suggest a multilevel 
view of leadership identity with three Levels-of-Self (individual, relational, and collective). The 
individual self is differentiated, driven by self-interest, and uses traits as the basis of self-
evaluation. The relational self is derived from connections and role relationships with significant 




others, and the collective self is derived from meaningful group memberships. All three selves 
come together to form an individual’s leadership self-identity (Lord et al., 1991; Day & 
Harrison, 2007); however, they may or may not be active at different times. 
 A person’s understanding of leadership through Drath’s three principles informs their 
levels of leadership identity. This means that an individual’s understanding of leadership helps to 
inform their own self-identity (Wellman, 2017). For example, if one views leadership through 
the lens of personal dominance, the individual self will be viewed as having innate qualities that 
make you a leader, the relational and collective selves will be focused around followers who do 
as the leader says and adhere to a traditional view of leadership. 
There is some belief that leadership is socially constructed based upon each situation 
(Drath, 2001; Drath & Palus, 1994, Wellman 2017), but there may be instances where it is 
difficult for the team to come to a common understanding of the expectation of the type of 
leadership needed or expected (e.g., a virtual group that comes together to do a project, then 
disperses). Alvesson (2017) indicates that there are two dimensions to how a breakdown between 
leaders and followers can occur. The first is the construction or understanding of the character of 
the leadership/followership relation, and the second is the degree of overlap or diversity in the 
assessments of quality/value of influencing efforts (Alvesson, 2017). This means that the 
breakdown can either occur in how behaviors are viewed or how the value of the behavior and 
the overall goal is viewed. The two dimensions form continuums (see Figure 1 below). They do 
not represent fixed positions. Often leadership relations can change, that is, from various forms 
of misfit to alignment. 
  






Note. Key dimensions in alignment-misfit. From Alvesson, M. (2017). Leadership: Convergence 
and Divergence in Leadership Relations. Journal of Management Inquiry. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492617717339 
 
As seen in Figure 1, there are four versions of leader-follower convergence and 
divergence. High-alignment, which is a form of convergence, means that there are shared 
meanings between leader and followers of the leadership carried out and how to assess the value 
of the leadership (Alvesson, 2017). This is what we would expect to see when leaders and 
followers have the same expectations of the task and the type of leadership the task will require. 
Value divergence indicates that the parties have a broadly similar understanding of the leadership 
needed but vary in assessing the quality or relevance of the task. Similarly, construction 
divergence would indicate different views of what goes on but still similar in assessing the value 
of a specific leadership ideal (Alvesson, 2017). Multiple breakdown means that there is a 
divergence in both what approach should be taken for leadership and the task and how this is 
evaluated, and this is what we would expect to see if leaders and followers have varying ideas 
about the type of leadership to use (Alvesson, 2017). 




What happens when there are mixed expectations regarding appropriate leadership (roles) 
between leaders and followers? Alvesson’s framework on multiple breakdown would suggest 
that the misalignment between leaders and followers with differing leadership expectations 
would be in how they will view each other’s behavior and maybe also in how they view the 
importance of each other’s tasks. Alvesson’s first dimension suggests that the same behavior 
may be given different meanings, so people will vary in how they view a relationship. 
Alvesson’s second dimension suggests that the team may agree that the leader is trying to lead 
the group, but they may disagree on the value and relevance of their behavior. As such, followers 
expecting shared leadership may view the behavior of a leader attempting traditional or 
individual leadership as controlling and may view their actions as of little value since the group 
is sharing leadership. 
Individual/Vertical Leadership 
Traditionally, leadership has been seen as an interpersonal, relational process, and a view 
of leadership as a formal, top-down construct still persists (Marchiondo, Myers, & Kopelman, 
2015). Individual, or traditional, leadership is what most people imagine when picturing 
leadership and, until more recent decades, has been the basis for most leadership research. In this 
form of leadership, the leader has the full and final say in decision-making and directs those 
below them. Traditional examples of this type of leadership include monarchs, dictators, and 
even patriarchal homes where the male is the head of the household. In an individual structure, 
decisions are from top-down, so leaders make the decisions for the followers, and this literature 
encompasses vertical leadership literature, so for the purposes of this study, the term individual 
leadership will be used (Wellman, 2017; Pearce & Sims, 2002). In this leadership style, the 
leaders do not ask or entertain any suggestions or initiatives from subordinates. However, this 




type of leadership is still often necessary and can be the best type of leadership for a given 
situation, particularly if the followers are less developed with respect to leadership or concerning 
their experience and knowledge of the goals and process to reach them (Drath et al., 2008; Day 
2001). This style of leadership has been successful in certain circumstances as it provides strong 
motivation to the manager. It permits quick decision-making, as only one person decides for the 
whole group and keeps each decision to themselves until they feel it needs to be shared with the 
rest of the group. 
A top-down approach is where the leader is the primary or only decision maker and 
makes all of the decisions of how something should be done. This approach is disseminated 
under their authority to lower levels in the hierarchy, who are, to a greater or lesser extent, bound 
by them. In this way, the leader is the primary source of influence to the followers, including 
managing strategies, strategic decisions, and direction toward a common goal (Wellman, 2017). 
In this leadership approach, followers do not have a say in the group’s decision-making, chosen 
direction and goals, or strategies. 
Followers accept the leader’s individual style of leadership because there is a belief that 
the leader possesses inherent power, characteristics, skills, and other qualities that make them the 
leader (Drath, 2001). Because of this, they allow the vision and direction to be set by the leader 
and other group or team members follow. It is a hierarchical process and command and control 
leadership style, where leadership is what the leader does (Drath, 2001). 
Shared/Horizontal/Collective Leadership 
There has recently been a turn in the leadership literature to view it as a relational 
construct (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). This perspective deemphasizes leadership as a formal role 
determined by a position; instead, it is characterized as a socially constructed phenomenon 




between group or team members (Alvesson, 2017; Dias & Borges, 2017). More recently, this 
collective perspective has been brought to bear in leadership identity construction theory, which 
conceptualizes a process by which individuals come to be seen, by themselves and others, as 
leaders (Marchiondo et al., 2015). Collective leadership is “a dynamic leadership process in 
which a defined leader, or set of leaders, selectively utilize skills and expertise within a network, 
effectively distributing elements of the leadership role as the situation or problem at hand 
requires” (Zhu et al., 2018). Collective leadership focuses on the importance of relational 
processes and multiple formal leaders using unique skill sets to accomplish team tasks. 
Another term for this collective style of leadership is shared leadership. Like collective 
leadership, and in contrast to traditional leadership perspectives, which consist of a largely 
hierarchical structure centering around a singular leader, shared leadership is a leadership style 
that broadly distributes leadership responsibility, such that people within a team and organization 
lead each other (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007). It is difficult to find a set definition for 
shared leadership since, like the broader field of leadership, shared leadership’s definition has 
evolved over time. Pearce and Sims (2002) provide one of the first formal definitions of the 
construct, referring to shared leadership as “the serial emergence of multiple leaders over the life 
of a team.”  The concept of shared leadership has also encompassed and built upon the horizontal 
leadership literature. Horizontal leadership is characterized by sharing leadership in decision-
making (Muller et al., 2018). It can be described as leadership shared equally among a group, 
where the whole group has a say in the team’s direction and assumes that there is value in a 
collective voice by giving all members of a group a say in what occurs.  
Zhu et al. (2018) provide the first comprehensive literature review for shared leadership. 
They found that the three most common characteristics of these varying definitions include 




lateral influence, emergence, and dispersion. A lateral influence among peers posits that, unlike 
traditional models, leadership occurs within the same group level rather than a group of peers led 
by a single leader. A horizontal influence is key within shared leadership, as a centralized leader 
may impact power distribution among the team members. Specifically, shared leadership 
encompasses the concept of horizontal leadership since it includes lateral influence among team 
members, which contrasts with individual leadership influence derived from a formal position. 
So, for the purposes of this study, the term used will be shared leadership since prior shared 
leadership literature has built upon both collective and horizontal leadership literature. 
The fundamental difference between shared and individual leadership in groups is who is 
making decisions. In an individual structure, decisions are from top-down, so leaders make the 
decisions for the followers. In a shared leadership structure, followers are empowered to take 
part in the decision-making process and can be given an equal voice in the direction of the group. 
The following key characteristic states that shared leadership is an emergent phenomenon, unlike 
other approaches that assert that leadership is innate to the individual (Zhu et al., 2018). Hiller et 
al. (2006) describe shared leadership as a process rather than a trait or event, making it more 
malleable depending on the team characteristics. The final trend among shared leadership 
definitions is that the roles and influence within the group are dispersed between the members 
(Zhu et al., 2018). The final and most comprehensive definition of shared leadership, according 
to Zhu et al., is “an emergent team phenomenon whereby leadership roles and influence are 
distributed among team members” (2018). This definition bridges the gaps in shared leadership 
literature, and it helps to define how shared leadership occurs in teams. 
Recognizing that leadership reflects more than formal status and role definitions, theories 
of leadership have evolved from predominantly top-down, hierarchical perspectives toward 




centered models. Because of this transition, we may expect to see followers who may be more 
likely to take on traditional leadership roles despite not formally being the group leader. This 
distinction between relational leadership and the individual makes it more likely that a group 
leader’s role is more likely to be infringed upon. 
Role Ambiguity 
 This study looks at the understanding of roles surrounding leadership positions, i.e., 
leader and follower roles, and any possible role ambiguity that may occur when a leader expects 
one form of leadership but the leadership in a group does not follow these expectations. To 
understand role ambiguity, it is important to understand role clarity, which is individuals 
perceiving they have a clear understanding of their expected role and behaviors within and 
surrounding their position (Vullinghs et al., 2020). An individual experiences role clarity only 
when they know what they need to deliver and what is expected out of them. Leader role clarity 
is not limited to the description of the role. It is comprised of the responsibilities associated with 
the position and outward expectations aligning with the reactions and behaviors of the followers 
(Vullinghs et al., 2020). 
 Role ambiguity occurs when people do not have clear-cut direction, and they are unclear 
what is expected out of them, and it can describe the lack of clarity, certainty, and predictability 
one might have expected with regards to behavior in a role (McCormack & Cotter, 2013). In 
leadership, role ambiguity can occur when either the leader’s expectations of leadership do not 
align with the instructed leadership or the followers’ reactions, or both. Perceptions of role 
uncertainty are at the core of many stressors, role ambiguity is no exception, and uncertainty can 
result in many negative consequences. Role ambiguity is associated with stress, lower 
perceptions of justice and support, and dissatisfaction with leadership and teams (McCormack & 




Cotter, 2013). In this way, it is possible that group leaders experiencing role ambiguity may have 
more negative perceptions of their group’s followers than those experiencing role clarity. 
Psychological Territory Infringement 
 One reaction a leader might have when there are mixed messages regarding leadership in 
a team is that they may feel a sense of Psychological Territoriality Infringement. Psychological 
territoriality is a pattern of attitudes and behavior held by a person or group that is based on 
perceived, attempted, or actual control of physical space, objects, or ideas, which may involve 
habitual occupation, defense, personalization, and marking of territory (Brown, Crossley, & 
Robinson, 2013). A territory is anything that a person defines as their own (Brown & Robinson, 
2011). Territorial feelings and behaviors are important, pervasive, and yet largely overlooked 
aspects of groups. Organizational members can and do become territorial over physical spaces, 
ideas, roles, relationships, and other potential possessions in organizations (Brown, Lawrence, & 
Robinson, 2005). These feelings of territoriality can lead to feelings of ownership. Psychological 
ownership is when an individual experiences a cognitive-affective state in their interactions with 
objects, locations, or ideas, and the individuals feel as though the target object is “theirs” (Pierce, 
Kostova, & Dirks, 2003). As Pierce et al. (2003) discuss, individuals can feel ownership toward 
their work, their organization, their jobs, and performance-based roles. When a perception by an 
individual indicates that someone else has attempted, without permission or entitlement, to 
claim, take, or use a territory that the individual believes belongs to them, this is known as 
psychological territorial infringement (PTI) (Brown et al., 2005).  
Despite this research, psychological territoriality still represents a relatively small 
research area in organizations and a completely new research area in leadership literature. Brown 
and Robinson (2011) examined how territorial infringement leads to anger and reactionary 




defenses at work. Using a cognitive appraisal theory of anger, they posited that a perceived 
infringement evokes anger that, in turn, fuels reactionary defenses. They found that employees 
are territorial over a wide variety of things at work, and they react negatively when they perceive 
an infringement of these territories. This psychological territoriality impacts working groups, to 
where it can deteriorate the group’s effectiveness and perceptions. Brown and Baer (2015) took 
this research a step further by applying territoriality to something non-tangible, creativity, by 
examining the impact of the territoriality of one’s ideas on others’ invited creativity when asked 
to provide feedback. This study highlighted that territoriality could be applied to ideas and 
concepts apart from tangible objects. 
 The literature of psychological territoriality of ideas lends itself to leadership literature 
since leaders often take psychological ownership of their positions, which may lead to territorial 
behaviors of claiming and anticipatory defending (Brown et al., 2013). Additionally, the role 
ambiguity experienced by leaders with differing leadership expectations compared to followers 
will lead to additional negative perceptions of their group, which may include a higher chance of 
experiencing territoriality of their position and perceiving infringement on their position 
(McCormack & Cotter, 2013). There is a lack of literature analyzing how followers’ actions can 
impact a leader’s perceptions of the group and their position as a leader. In this way, leadership 
literature has little to offer in explaining how followers can dredge perceptions of psychological 
territoriality from a leader (Lord & Maher, 1991; Brown et al., 2013). Prior research on 
psychological territoriality in roles could suggest that when a leader experiences a situation in 
which someone infringes upon roles that would typically be the responsibility of the leader, they 
may experience PTI or a behavioral expression of his or her feelings of ownership toward a 
physical or social object or role (Brown et al., 2013). 




Hypothesis 1: The leader experiences greater psychological territorial infringement when 
the leader expects individual leadership and the followers expect shared leadership than 
when both the leader and the follower expect shared leadership. 
Impact of Leader Territoriality Infringement on Leader Perceptions 
According to (Taylor 1988), there are three types of possible infringement. The first form 
of infringement is invasion, in which an outsider physically enters someone else’s territory, 
usually with the intention of taking it from its current owner. The second form of infringement is 
violation, a temporary infringement of someone’s territory. Usually, the goal is not ownership 
but annoyance or harm. The third form of infringement is contamination, in which the infringer 
fouls someone else’s territory by putting something awful in the territory. 
Studies have found that perceived psychological territoriality infringement brings about 
anger that, in turn, initiates reactionary defenses (Brown & Robinson, 2011). Brown and 
Robinson (2011) examined how territorial infringement leads to anger and reactionary defenses 
at work. Using a cognitive appraisal theory of anger, they posited that a perceived infringement 
evokes anger that, in turn, fuels reactionary defenses.  
Just as there are three ways to infringe on territories, Taylor (1988) suggests that there are 
three different types of defense. When someone anticipates infringement and acts to stop it 
before it occurs, it is called a prevention defense (Taylor 1988). An example of this would be a 
leader announcing their position to a group. Reaction defenses, on the other hand, are responses 
to an infringement after it happens (Taylor 1988). This would be a leader explaining their 
position as leader to a follower who took on a leadership role and telling the infringing follower 
to know their place. The last type is known as social boundary defense. Used at the edge of 
interactional territories, the social boundary defense consists of a ritual that is engaged in (Taylor 




1988). An example of this within leadership would be requiring followers to acknowledge the 
leader’s position at regular meetings by reporting any delegated work. The ritual of this report 
would be a social boundary defense. 
Brown and Robinson (2011) found that infringement also evokes an emotional and 
behavioral response, including feelings of anger and arrogant entitlement—the perception that 
another was not entitled to take the actions that they did. Although most research on 
psychological territoriality infringement focuses on anticipatory and reactionary behavioral 
responses, PTI may also impact the leader’s feelings, perceptions of, and attitudes towards the 
team, including perceptions of team effectiveness, appreciation for the team, and satisfaction 
with the team.  
Feeling Unappreciated by the Team 
 Appreciation in the context of leadership can be defined as recognition for positive 
attributes or output by others. According to Saks et al. (2002), there are three components to 
appreciation: (a)appreciation relates to forming adequate beliefs about how that information 
applies to oneself; (b) reasoning indicates putting the information together in an acceptable way; 
and (c) evidencing a choice refers to exhibiting one’s relevant preferences. In this way, 
perceptions of appreciation can be influenced by adequate beliefs, reasoning, and evidence. If 
one believes there to be adequate reasoning and evidence of infringement, then they may also be 
less likely to perceive appreciation from those who they believe infringed. 
Hypothesis 2: Leader’s perceptions of territoriality are negatively associated with the 
leader’s feelings of appreciation from team members. 
Team Effectiveness 




Since psychological territoriality increases defensiveness and anger, it may also impact 
the leader’s perceptions of the team’s effectiveness. Costa (2003) states that team effectiveness 
should measure the team’s output, the state of the group as a performing unit, and the impact of 
the group experience on individual members. Three reasons are prompting the study of team 
effectiveness according to Fung & Ramasamy (2015): (a) an effective team will improve 
productivity and morale, (b) an effective team will facilitate teamwork between group members, 
and (c) an effective team will improve quality of output. Since psychological territoriality 
increases defensiveness and anger, it may also impact the leader’s perceptions of the team’s 
effectiveness. 
Hypothesis 3: Leader’s perceptions of territoriality are negatively associated with the 
leader’s perception of team effectiveness. 
Team Satisfaction 
 Team satisfaction can be defined as the extent to which team members are satisfied with 
their team’s performance as a whole and the performance of the other team members, 
individually and collectively (Costa, 2003). Team members with positive attitudes are often more 
productive. Poor attitudes can cause group members to work less effectively and, in extreme 
cases, can lead to sabotage or undermine specific processes and systems (Fung & Ramasamy, 
2015). Psychological territoriality causes people to experience stress and discomfort, even to the 
point of becoming angry and defensive, so it may also impact team satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 4: Leader’s perceptions of territoriality are negatively associated with the 
leader’s satisfaction with the team. 
Method 
Participants 




 This study is a part of a larger study conducted online via Zoom using small groups. The 
population for this study is undergraduate and graduate students from a large MidAtlantic 
research university that is a public, 4-year institution. All participants are traditionally aged 
students, with an average age of 19.31, and were currently taking at least one psychology course. 
A total of 13 leaders were used for this study, 6 in the experimental condition and 7 in the control 
condition, with 53.8% female, 23.1% White, 7.7% Black or African-American, 38.5% Hispanic 
or Latino, 7.7% Asian, and 23.1% identifying as multiracial. 46.2% of participants were 
freshmen in college, 38.5% were sophomores, and 15.4% were seniors—none of the participants 
were in their junior year. Participants were recruited for the study using Sona-Systems; for this 
reason, all of our participants took at least one psychology course the semester they participated 
in the study. 
Measures 
 Seven measures were used in this analysis, and the first measure was collected in the first 
Qualtrics survey before the group task. The following six measures were collected after the 
group task, which were used to analyze the leader’s perspectives.  
Demographics 
Demographics were collected in a Qualtrics survey before the group task. All 
demographics were self-reported and included questions regarding the participants’ age, gender, 
ethnicity, and year in school. 
Psychological Territorial Infringement 
Psychological Territoriality Brown & Robinson (2011) and Brown et al. (2013) were 
used to measure the leader’s territoriality over their leadership position. Brown et al. (2013) was 
on a 7-point Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The original measure 




contained ten questions, but only six were used in this study since four questions did not fit with 
this study because they expressly referred to jobs within the workplace, and this study only had a 
single task. Sample questions used include, “I let others know the leadership position had been 
given to me.” and “I felt a very high degree of personal responsibility in this leadership 
position.” This measure was initially designed to measure territoriality within the workplace. It 
can be used to determine territoriality over a variety of objects and positions/responsibilities. 
There are two dimensions in Brown et al. (2013), and it can be scored as two dimensions or with 
a total score. The two dimensions are psychological ownership and territorial behaviors. 
Psychological ownership is a feeling of possessiveness and attachment to a variety of objects in 
organizations. While the definition of what constitutes territorial behavior may change based on 
culture and context, it always includes the act of claiming and anticipatory defending of what 
someone feels psychological ownership of. Brown (2013) confirmed the measure with good 
reliability (r = .85 psychological ownership, r = .74 territorial behaviors).  
Brown & Robinson (2011) contained 15 open-ended questions regarding territoriality 
requiring textual responses. This survey was also originally for the workplace and was adapted to 
fit this study. Four of the 15 original items were used in this study. Sample questions used 
include, “Do you feel that any team members tried to carry out any of your leadership 
responsibilities?” and “What did they do that was a part of your responsibilities as leader?”. This 
survey was only presented if the leader indicated that they felt their position as a leader was 
infringed upon by the group. This survey can be coded to record a participant’s infringement 
perceptions of entitlement and anger using a scale from 1 (not entitled/angry) to 3 (highly 
entitled/angry). 
Feelings of Appreciation  




An appreciation scale from Drury’s Organizational Assessment was used to determine 
the extent to which the leader felt that the group appreciated them for their contributions. The 
items used were pulled from section 4 of the assessment, “You and Your Role” (Drury, Kay, & 
Losberg, 2003). The survey has a Likert rating scale ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong 
disagreement and 5 indicating strong agreement. Of the twelve items in this section, seven were 
used for this survey. The wording of the items was adjusted to fit this particular group task 
better. Drury et al. (2003) report that the instrument had alpha adequate reliability coefficients of 
the six dimensions, all r= .90 or above. Sample items used in this study include, “I felt 
appreciated by the group for my leadership.” and “I was listened to by those in the group.” 
Perceptions of Team Effectiveness  
The Team Effectiveness Questionnaire (TEQ) was used to assess the leader’s relationship 
with the other group members. The original survey had eight dimensions: a) purpose and goal, b) 
roles, c) team processes, d) team relationships, e) intergroup relations, f) problem solving, g) 
passion and commitment, h) skills and learning (Drach-Zahavy & Freund, 2007). The 
questionnaire contained 56 questions answered on a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly Agree = 5 to 
Disagree Strongly = 1). In the TEQ, each dimension was composed of eight statements with a 
maximum score of 35 and a minimum score of 7. For the purpose of this study, only seven items 
from the TEQ were used. For this study, only the team relationships dimension was used, and all 
seven items were used. This instrument was scored for each dimension by dividing the score by 
the number of items used in that dimension. Sample questions include, “Team members 
appreciated one another’s unique capabilities.” and “Team members were effective listeners.” 
Satisfaction with the Team  




To measure group satisfaction, a four-item instrument on a 5-point Likert scale from very 
dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (5) was created based upon the Gevers and Peeters’s (2009) team 
satisfaction measure and Drury’s Satisfaction Scale (2003). These four new items were created in 
order to best suit the group task. The following items were used 1) “Taken as a whole, I was 
satisfied with the final choice of our team”, 2) “Taken as a whole, things went pleasantly within 
our team”, 3) “I was satisfied with our final ranking during the group task”, and 4) “If I ever had 
to participate in a similar project again, I would like to do it with this team”. 
Manipulation Check 
 The final survey for participating leaders to complete was the manipulation check. The 
manipulation check consisted of two questions for the leaders and two questions for the 
followers designed to see if they understood their own expectations as well as the expectations 
they were supposed to perceive for the leader or followers. Each question had two possible 
answers participants could choose from, and each answer was based upon the two different 
possible conditions.  
The first question for the leaders was, “What was your role as leader?”. The possible 
answers were “To lead and direct the other group members” and “To facilitate discussion and 
encourage all group members to participate”. Leaders who were told to expect individual 
leadership should have chosen the first option, and those expecting shared leadership should 
have chosen the second option. The second question for the leaders’ manipulation check was, 
“What was the role of the followers?”. This also had two possible answers, “To Listen to the 
Leader and Follow Their Instructions” and “To Work Together with the Leader to Complete the 
Task”. Since this is based on what the leaders expected to occur, leaders who were told to expect 




individual leadership should have chosen the first option, and those expecting shared leadership 
should have chosen the second option. 
The first question for the followers was, “What was your role as a follower?”. The 
possible answers were “To listen to the leader and follow their instructions” and “To work 
together with the leader to complete the task”. The second question for the leaders’ manipulation 
check was, “What was the role of the leader?”. This also had two possible answers, “To lead and 
direct the other group members” and “To facilitate discussion and encourage all group members 
to participate”. Since all followers were told to expect shared leadership, they should have 
chosen the second option for both questions. 
Study Design 
 This study had two different conditions in which leaders and followers were given either 
the same or different expectations regarding the type of leadership needed to complete the group 
task. There was a control group in which the leader and followers had the same instructions 
regarding the leadership style expected for the group task, in which both expected shared 
leadership. There was also an experimental condition where the leader and the followers had 
different expectations for leadership style. In this case, the leader expected individual leadership 
while the followers expected shared leadership. The experimenters collected an equal number of 
groups for each condition of the experiment, and all groups worked through the same task 
regardless of their condition. 
Procedure 
The experimenters listed the study on Sona-Systems with available timeslots. Timeslots 
allowed up to five participants per timeslot, and the study could be conducted with three to five 
participants per group. All timeslots were scheduled for 2-hour durations. Once enough 




participants signed up for a time slot, they were contacted by the experimenters to verify their 
availability and provide them with a Zoom link for the study. This was to increase the likelihood 
that enough participants would show up for the study to take place. They reported to that Zoom 
link at their scheduled time. At least two experimenters were present during the duration of the 
Zoom call. If less than three students were available for a specific timeslot, the students in that 
timeslot would have to be rescheduled. 
The experimenter(s) began by welcoming the participants and explaining the study, 
including the requirement to have the video on and a working mic for the study duration. All 
participants received a Qualtrics link with a survey containing the adult consent form. They 
received this survey via the chat feature on Zoom. Any participants who did not wish to consent 
were thanked for their time and removed from the Zoom call. All other participants continued 
through the survey to complete the demographic questions and a questionnaire assessing various 
leadership beliefs and behaviors, which subjects were told was used to select the leader. The 
experimenter informed the participants that this survey would determine the leader for the group 
task that would follow the completion of the survey. The purpose of the leader being told the 
choice is based upon merit was to increase the likelihood that the leader would identify with their 
position and become more territorial. Participants received 15 minutes to complete this survey. 
Despite the participants’ belief that the leadership position was chosen through merit, all 
leaders were randomly assigned, and their placement was not be based upon merit. The leader 
was chosen on a rotation based upon when the participants entered the study. For example, for 
each study, it was predetermined that either the first, second, or third participant to join the Zoom 
would be the leader. Only up to the third participant was included in the rotation even though up 
to five could sign up because the minimum number of participants to run the study was three. 




Each group had one designated leader going into the group task, and all other students were 
followers. The leader was brought into a breakout room with one experimenter, while the 
followers remained in the main room on the Zoom call with the second experimenter. All 
participants were privately messaged their expectations for the leadership needed during the 
group task by the experimenters via Zoom while the experimenter read them aloud. The 
participants were then each asked to verify their understanding of the task and expectations by 
reiterating them in their own words. The assigned style of leadership read to the followers and 
the leader was based on the preassigned condition for each set of participants. 
Once all participants verified that they understood their expectations of the leadership 
needed for the group task, the leader and first experimenter returned to the main Zoom room 
with the rest of the participants and the second experimenter. The experimenter(s) then read the 
instructions for the group’s task and gave the participants a time limit of 35 minutes to complete 
the group task. The group was informed that a corporation had requested additional data on 
which job candidate out of their finalists would be the best fit for an open Graphic Designer 
position to reduce the bias in their selection process. To reduce any bias for this study, all names, 
pictures, and identifying information were blocked out on the candidates’ materials. There are 
four finalists in total, and each was evaluated based on their resume and portfolio. Group 
members each received all of the materials for all four candidates and the job posting for the 
corporation. All materials are included in the appendix. 
Participants were given a time warning when they had five minutes left. Once 35 minutes 
passed, or they indicated that they were done deliberating before the 35 minutes is up, the leader 
then received a survey to record the group’s final decision, including a ranking of the candidates 
and their reasonings for the ranking. The leader received this survey via the chat feature on 




Zoom. The experimenter(s) then sent all participants a final Qualtrics survey via the chat feature 
in Zoom. The leader received additional surveys intended to measure any territoriality 
experienced over their position as a leader throughout the group task. The two additional surveys 
they received are Brown’s 2011 and Brown’s 2013 assessments. The Team Effectiveness 
Questionnaire (TEQ) measured the group’s effectiveness using the following dimensions: role, 
team processes, team relationships, problem-solving, and passion and commitment; section 4 of 
Drury’s Organizational Assessment was used to measure the leader’s perceptions of 
appreciation. The experimenters measured the group’s performance by evaluating the group 
based upon which candidate they chose. The end of the survey included a debrief for the 
participants. They also got the opportunity to ask the experimenter(s) any questions they may 
have, and they were asked if they still wished for their data to be used after being debriefed. 
Pilot  
 A pilot test was conducted and included the first eight groups used in this study. The 
manipulation check was tested, and it was found that the leaders and followers understood and 
were following their given leadership expectations. Following the pilot, an 8th item was added to 
the TEQ, asking participants to select strongly disagree in order to check for response bias. 
Additionally, a step was added to remind participants of their expected leadership roles during 
the group task by privately chatting each participant individually through Zoom ten minutes into 
the group task. Because the manipulation instructions were being followed by participants during 
these first eight groups, their data was included in the final analyses. 
Data Analysis 
 Analyses were conducted in SPSS 27 (IBM Corp, 2020). Differences between conditions 
in experiences of territoriality were assessed using an independent-samples t-test. The bivariate 




relationships between territoriality and satisfaction with the group, group effectiveness, and 
perceptions of appreciation were assessed using Pearson and Spearman correlations and 
visualized with scatter plots. The manipulation check questions were tested with chi-square tests 
and a goodness of fit chi-square test. 
Results 
In order to test hypothesis 1 and determine if followers’ use of shared leadership would 
increase leader perceptions of territoriality when the leader expects individual leadership, an 
independent samples t-test was conducted. This was found to be statistically significant, t(11)= -
3.744, p= .003 (see Table 1).  
Table 1 





Variances t-test for Equality of Means 





















-3.988 7.858 .004 -1.552 .389 -2.452 -.652 
 
The effect size for this analysis (d = .745) was found to exceed Cohen’s (1988) 
convention for a medium effect (see Table 2 in the appendix). These results indicate that leaders 
in the experimental group (M= 6.194, SD= .356) with mixed leadership expectations experienced 




a higher degree of territoriality than leaders in the control group (M= 4.643, SD= .955). Refer to 
Table 3 in the appendix for complete group statistics. 
To test hypotheses 2, 3, and 4, separate Pearson and Spearman correlations were 
conducted. Due to the small sample size, these correlations used the entire sample of leaders and 
were not broken down by condition, and the power for these correlations was impacted by the 
low sample size as well.  
For hypothesis 2, perceived appreciation from the followers had partial support. There 
was no significant relationship found with the Pearson correlation, r(13)= -.498, p= .083 (see 
Table 4 in the appendix), but there was a significant relationship found with the Spearman 
correlation, r(13)= -.624, p= .023 (see Table 5 in the appendix). Figure 2 below shows the scatter 
plot between PTI and the leader’s perceived appreciation from the followers, and despite the 
small sample size, a linear pattern can be seen. Based on this plot, there is one outlier, which may 
be contributing to the non-significant Pearson correlation. 
Figure 2 
 




For hypothesis 3, perceived group effectiveness was not supported by the correlations. 
There was no significant relationship found with the Pearson correlation, r(13)= -.080, p= .796 
(see Table 6 in the appendix) or with the Spearman correlation, r(13)= -.298, p= .322 (see Table 
7 in the appendix). Figure 3 below shows the scatter plot between PTI and the leader’s perceived 
group effectiveness, and despite the small sample size, a semi-linear pattern can be seen. Based 
on this plot, it is possible that additional data may have shown a stronger linear relationship and 
led to a stronger correlational analysis. 
Figure 3 
 
For hypothesis 4, perceived satisfaction with the group was supported by the correlations. 
There was a significant relationship found with the Pearson correlation, r(13)= -.571, p= .041 
(see Table 8 in the appendix) and with the Spearman correlation, r(13)= -.624, p= .023 (see 
Table 9 in the appendix). Figure 4 below shows the scatter plot between PTI and the leader’s 
perceived satisfaction with the group, and despite the small sample size, a linear pattern can be 
seen, supporting the findings of the correlational analyses.  






The two questions given to the leader for the manipulation check were tested with chi-
square tests. Question 1, “What was your role as leader?”, was found to be statistically 
significant, χ2= 9.551, p= .002 (see Table 10 in the appendix), and question 2, “What was the 
role of the followers?”, was also found to be statistically significant, χ2= 13.000, p= .0001 (see 
Table 11 in the appendix). This shows that the leaders understood the leadership expected of 
them and what they perceived was expected of the followers given for each manipulation. The 
followers in both conditions were instructed to expect shared leadership, so a goodness of fit chi-
square test was used. The two questions given to the follower for the manipulations check, 
“What was your role as a follower?” and “What was the role of the leader?” were found to be 
statistically significant with χ2= 19.200, p= .0001 and χ2= 13.333, p= .0001, respectively (see 
table 12 in the appendix). Table 13 below gives the frequency of the follower’s expectations of 
either individual or shared leadership, and the majority of followers expected the leader and the 




followers to use shared leadership, which shows that the manipulation and instructions were 
effective. 
Table 13 
Frequencies of Follower Manipulation Check Answers 
  Observed N Expected N Residual 
What was your role as a follower? Individual 3 15.0 -12.0 
Shared 27 15.0 12.0 
Total 30   












 Within territoriality literature, there are studies viewing territoriality surrounding objects 
within a group or office setting, such as a stapler or a desk. However, there is currently no 
research on the perceptions of territoriality that a person can develop surrounding their position 
as a leader (Brown et al., 2013). This study framed territoriality in a new way, applying the 
concept to a conceptual role. Additionally, perceptions of territoriality have yet to be studied 
within a scenario where there is shared leadership within a group or team with a driven purpose 
or task (Zhu et al., 2018). 
The purpose of this study was not only to test if people can develop psychological 
ownership and a sense of territoriality surrounding their position but also how that sense of 
territoriality can affect their perceptions of their team. It was found that within a group, a leader 
can experience territoriality surrounding their position, and these feelings can be exacerbated 
when they perceive another team member or members may be infringing upon their given and 
rightful position. Furthermore, it was found that higher feelings of territoriality were related to 




the decrease in the leader’s perceptions of group satisfaction, and a decline in the leader’s 
feelings of appreciation from the group was partially supported. 
 The first research question was based upon a call for future research by Zhu et al. 2018, 
and it was postulated that it was possible for leaders to develop a sense of psychological 
ownership over their position and begin to feel territorial of that position if they felt it was 
threatened. This study found that leaders do feel territorial over their position as a group leader 
and that feeling is stronger when they feel that other members of the group are infringing upon 
their position by taking on aspects of a traditional leadership role. When responding to a question 
regarding the infringement and why they felt a member infringed, one of the leaders in the 
experimental group stated that “They tried to make the final list for me and not really listen to 
circle and I.” This indicates that the infringing member of the group took on an additional role 
that the leader would typically hold, and this response was coded at a 2 for entitlement to the 
position and anger at the infringement. While leaders in the control group may also have 
experienced territoriality, it was not to the degree of those in the experimental group. This is 
evident by a control group leader’s answer to the question “Was the leadership position 
important to you?” from Brown 2011, in which they responded that “It felt important, but I 
didn’t want them to see me as a leader. I didn’t want to put myself above anyone.” This response 
was coded at a 1 and showed a low degree of perceived ownership and no feelings of entitlement 
or anger over the leadership position. 
 The second, third, and fourth research questions began to focus on the possible 
consequences the territoriality could have on the leader’s perceptions of their group. The second 
research question focused on the leader’s perceptions of appreciation by the team, and the third 
focused on perceptions of team effectiveness, despite fairly linear scatter plots. Hypothesis 2 was 




partially supported by the data, but hypothesis 3 yielded no significant results and was not 
supported. Why this may be the case is discussed below in the limitations section. For the fourth 
research question, it was hypothesized that feelings of territoriality could lead to lower perceived 
satisfaction with the group due to the negative association of the followers infringing upon the 
leader’s position. This study did find that there was lower satisfaction perceived by leaders who 
also had greater feelings of territorial infringement. 
Group projects can help students develop a host of increasingly essential skills in the 
professional world, making it a common occurrence in college classrooms (Caruso & Woolley, 
2008). Positive group experiences, moreover, have been shown to contribute to student learning, 
retention, and overall college success (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2006). While the 
potential learning benefits of group work are significant, simply assigning group work is no 
guarantee that these goals will be achieved. In fact, group projects can – and often do – backfire 
badly. Despite only two hypotheses being supported, this study provides evidence of a dark side 
to group work that can negatively impact a leader and the leader’s perceptions of the group as a 
whole and may contribute to why group work does not always work as well as intended. This can 
shed light on how group work can begin to fall apart and why leaders may leave a group project 
feeling frustrated with other group members. 
Theoretical Implications 
 This study contributed to both the territorial literature and the leadership literature in a 
few ways. First, this is the first time that territoriality has been studied in regard to a leadership 
position. This was a suggested future direction for shared leadership literature discussed in a 
review of shared leadership by Zhu et al. (2018). Second, this is also the first time that the 
concept of territoriality has been applied to a conceptual position instead of a tangible object or 




an idea, and this provides evidence that leaders can take psychological ownership of their 
position and perceive infringement regarding it. While it has previously been applied to various 
concepts in the workplace, such as office equipment, projects, and ideas, applying territoriality to 
a leadership position is an entirely new direction for PTI literature (Brown & Robinson, 2011; 
Brown et al., 2013; Brown & Baer, 2015). Lastly, this study also provides evidence that 
perceptions on infringement can impact a leader’s perceptions of their group in the form of their 
overall satisfaction with the group. This adds to the literature that studied other effects of PTI, 
such as anger and stress, and also adds possible consequences to shared leadership when 
leadership expectations between leaders and followers do not match (Brown & Robinson, 2007; 
Brown & Robinson, 2011; Zhu et al., 2018). Ultimately, this study begins a new research topic 
that builds upon the understanding of both what can be perceived as psychologically owned and 
how this ownership can lead to a dark side of shared leadership. 
Practical Implications 
 Love it or hate it, collaborative group work is commonplace on college campuses, and 
understanding a possible dark side to group work can help prevent miscommunications and 
negative perceptions surrounding groups. Additionally, group work is prevalent outside of the 
classroom as well, particularly in the workplace. The COVID-19 pandemic has caused a shift in 
interpersonal interactions, where most interactions have moved online, including work, and this 
shift started even before the pandemic with the ever-increasing number of multi-national 
companies. With most work currently being online, this study is currently particularly relevant, 
and remote work will likely continue to be a part of most people’s lives in some capacity even 
after the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic have subsided (Phillips, 2020). This study can help 
inform ways to frame group work to make sure that expectations between leaders and followers 




match in order to maintain a cohesive group. Keeping expectations consistent can also help to 
mitigate negative perceptions of the leader regarding their group. By choosing either individual 
or shared leadership to fit the group task and making sure that expectations in leadership remain 
consistent, psychological ownership can be avoided, or if it does occur, infringement can then be 
avoided. If PTI does occur, however, this study can help to explain the possible negative 
perceptions the leader may have of their group, which can help to inform teachers, coworkers, 
and managers that these perceptions the leader holds may not accurately reflect the followers’ 
performance or ability to work with others. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
 There are several possible limitations to this study. The first is that this study was entirely 
conducted online, and group work is more commonly in-person. This means that the results may 
not transfer to in-person group tasks. Another limitation is the small sample size of this study, 
which could have contributed to the non-significant results around group effectiveness and 
appreciation perceptions, despite the clear linear pattern seen in the scatter plots. Additionally, 
this limited sample size also means that these results may not be generalizable to other 
populations, such as professionals who participate in group tasks in a work setting. The final 
limitation is that participants only worked together for a 35-minute task that had no bearing on 
their grades and no consequences. This is likely not representative of actual group tasks that 
students would complete in a classroom setting since those tasks would likely be for a grade that 
would last for a much longer duration.  
To address these limitations, future research should be conducted on a larger sample size 
and with an in-person field study in order to see if leaders still experience the same psychological 
ownership and negative associated perceptions during class assignments. A larger sample size 




would allow for additional analyses to be conducted and further strengthen the support for the 
leaders’ experience of PTI in groups and the effects it can have on their perceptions of their 
followers, such as ANOVA and regression analyses. This can also see if grading the assignment 
would exasperate feelings of territoriality and the leader’s negative perceptions of the group. 
Future research should also focus on whether leadership perceptions can negatively impact group 
performance and cohesion and what, if anything, the followers perceive when territoriality 
occurs in a group. This can help to inform the full extent of the impact that territoriality can have 
upon group work. 
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Figure 1. Key Dimensions in Alignment-Misfit 
 
Note. Key dimensions in alignment-misfit. From Alvesson, M. (2017). Leadership: Convergence 
and Divergence in Leadership Relations. Journal of Management Inquiry. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492617717339  































Table 1. T-Test for PTI 





Variances t-test for Equality of Means 





















-3.988 7.858 .004 -1.552 .389 -2.452 -.652 
  




Table 2. Effect Sizes for PTI 




95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Upper 
PTI Cohen's d .745 -2.083 -3.443 -.666 
Hedges' correction .801 -1.937 -3.202 -.619 
Glass’s delta .356 -4.356 -7.170 -1.516 
a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes.  
Cohen’s d uses the pooled standard deviation.  
Hedges’ correction uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor.  
Glass’s delta uses the sample standard deviation of the control group. 




Table 3. Condition Group Statistics for PTI 
Group Statistics 
 





PTI Shared-Shared 7 4.643 .9547 .361 








Table 4. Pearson Correlation of PTI and Appreciation 
Pearson Correlations 
 PTI Appreciation 
PTI Pearson Correlation 1 -.498 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .083 
N 13 13 
Appreciation Pearson Correlation -.498 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .083  









Table 5. Spearman Correlation of PTI and Appreciation 
Spearman Correlations 
 PTI Appreciation 
Spearman’s rho PTI Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -.624* 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .023 
N 13 13 
Appreciation Correlation Coefficient -.624* 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .023 . 
N 13 13 








Table 6. Pearson Correlation of PTI and Effectiveness 
Pearson Correlations 
 PTI Effectiveness 
PTI Pearson Correlation 1 -.080 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .796 
N 13 13 
Effectiveness Pearson Correlation -.080 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .796  









Table 7. Spearman Correlation of PTI and Effectiveness 
Spearman Correlations 
 PTI Effectiveness 
Spearman’s rho PTI Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -.298 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .322 
N 13 13 
Effectiveness Correlation Coefficient -.298 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .322 . 
N 13 13 
 
  




Table 8. Pearson Correlation of PTI and Satisfaction 
Pearson Correlations 
 Brown13 Satisfaction 
PTI Pearson Correlation 1 -.571* 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .041 
N 13 13 
Satisfaction Pearson Correlation -.571* 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .041  
N 13 13 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
  




Table 9. Spearman Correlation of PTI and Satisfaction 
Spearman Correlations 
 PTI Satisfaction 
Spearman’s rho PTI Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -.624* 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .023 
N 13 13 
Satisfaction Correlation Coefficient -.624* 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .023 . 
N 13 13 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
  




Table 10. Manipulation Check Leader Question 1 Chi-Squared 
What was your role as leader? 








Pearson Chi-Square 9.551a 1 .002   
Continuity Correctionb 6.413 1 .011   
Likelihood Ratio 12.203 1 .000   
Fisher’s Exact Test    .005 .004 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
8.816 1 .003   
N of Valid Cases 13     
a. 4 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.77. 








Table 11. Manipulation Check Leader Question 2 Chi-Squared 
What was your role as a follower? 








Pearson Chi-Square 13.000a 1 .000   
Continuity Correctionb 9.288 1 .002   
Likelihood Ratio 17.945 1 .000   
Fisher’s Exact Test    .001 .001 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
12.000 1 .001   
N of Valid Cases 13     
a. 4 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.77. 









Table 12. Manipulation Check Follower Chi-Squared 
Chi-Squared Test Statistics 
 What was your role as a follower?                What was the role of the leader? 
Chi-Square 19.200a 13.333a 
df 1 1 
Asymp. Sig. .000 .000 
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell 








Table 13. Manipulation Check Follower Frequencies 
Frequencies of Follower Manipulation Check Answers 
  Observed N Expected N Residual 
What was your role as a follower? Individual 3 15.0 -12.0 
Shared 27 15.0 12.0 
Total 30   

















Appendix A. Group Task Job Posting 
 










Appendix B. Group Task Resume A 
  




Appendix C. Group Task Portfolio A 
 
  




Appendix D. Group Task Resume B 
  




Appendix E. Group Task Portfolio B 
 
  




Appendix F. Group Task Resume C 
  




Appendix G. Group Task Portfolio C 
 
  




Appendix H. Group Task Resume D 
  




Appendix I. Group Task Portfolio D 
 
